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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )M Responsive to communication(s) filed on 20 January 2004 . 
2a)M This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 
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DETAILED Final ACTION 

1 . This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103( c ) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Drawings 

2. The objections to the drawings from the 2003 office action are rescinded. In view 
of the April 15th 2003 Amendment response. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed December 9th 2003 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive, concerning the Wang reference. Applicant argues that the 
examiner has applied art terminology incorrectly, and that the art applied by the 
examiner fails to teach the limitations claimed. Specifically, with respect to Claim 1, 
applicant argues that the Wang reference fails to "define" (i.e. claim 1) or "select" (i.e. 
claim 28) "a desired field of view that is larger than an optimal imaging volume of the 
MRI scanner". The examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant, that this feature is 
not suggested by the Wang reference at all, because the volume of the Bo field 
homogeneity which limits the Field of view, in combination with the receiver coil size 
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within the volume of the Bo field homogeneity is intrinsically an effective "optimal 
imaging volume", which the Wang reference specifies as typically "less than 48 
centimeters" with conventional MR scanners, even though the term 'optimal imaging 
volume' is lacked by the reference. [See col. 2 lines 26-32]. The examiner has 
attempted to clarify for applicant exactly how an optimal imaging volume of "less than 46 
centimeters" is taught, shown and suggested by the reference, in the Final rejections 
given below. The art applied in this application has not changed, therefore a final 
rejection is proper. 

4. The 35 USC 103 (a) rejections given below, which explain how the limitation of 
an "optimal imaging volume" is met by the Wang reference, is made final even though 
the actual claimed terminology is lacked. [See the 35 USC 103 (a) rejections given 
below], because an 'optimal imaging volume is intrinsically present within the reference, 
from the teachings of col. 2 lines 27-32]. 

5. The examiner also notes that on page 14 paragraph 1 of the December 9 th 2003 
response applicant mistakenly identifies claim 7, as having been indicated as allowable. 
Claim 7 was in fact rejected in the previous office action, and that rejection is made 
final below. 

6. The examiner notes that the applicant's argument of April 1 5th 2003, argues 
persuasively that the Yoshitome H6-31 1977 reference fails to restrict excitation to a 
selected slab thickness because, in Yoshitome H6-31 1977 excitation may also occur 
across the entire imaging range as argued by applicant in the April 15th 2003, and 
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August 20th 2003 responses. Therefore the Yoshitome H6-31 1977 reference is no 
longer being applied as prior art against the claims of the instant application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

7. The rejection of claim 1, under35 USC § 112 second paragraph is rescinded in 
view of applicant's December 9 th 2003 amendment response. 

Claim Objections 

The objection to Claim 28 from the previous office action is maintained because the 
because 

A) In lines 1 2 to 1 3 are grammatically awkward. The step of "reposition the 
predefined optimal imaging area with respect to an imaging object an incremental step; 
is awkward because "an imaging object an incremental step" is awkward. The examiner 
suggests either "an imaging object via an incremental step;" or "an imaging object 
incremental step", where the extra "an is removed 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

10. Claims 1-5, 7, 12, 14, 28-30 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103( a ) as 

being anticipated by Wang US patent 5,928,148 issued July 27th 1999. 

1 1 . With respect to Amended Claim 1 , Wang teaches and suggests "A method of 
imaging large volumes without resulting slab-boundary artifacts comprising: the step of 
"defining a desired FOV" (i.e. in the Wang reference the desired field of view is an 
anatomic region of interest in the lower extremity of a patient's body about 100 
centimeters, or 1,000 millimeters) [See col. 2 lines 31-32]. The Wang reference also 
suggests "an optimal imaging volume" even though the term "optimal imaging volume" 
itself is lacked by the Wang reference because the Wang reference teaches that the 
field of view in MR imaging is limited by 'the volume of the Bo homogeneity and the 
receiver coil size" [See col. 2 lines 27-30]. The examiner considers 'the volume of the B 0 
field homogeneity and the receiver coil size to define "an optimal imaging volume" within 
the NMR / MRI imaging device, because the optimal imaging volume of an MR imaging 
device is a limited magnetically homogeneous volume that is generally defined as a 
limited spatial volume (i.e. less than 48 centimeters) "having optimal gradient linearity, 
uniform magnetic polarizing field, and uniform RF homogeneity, (i.e. the volume of the 
B 0 field homogeneity) from which a detectable signal, of diagnostically usable quality is 
received. 

12. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time that the 
invention was made that the feature taught by the Wang reference which limits the field 
of view of the MR scanner based on (i.e. the volume of the Bo homogeneity and the 
receiver coil size") is effectively an "optimal imaging volume" because an optimal 
detectable signal, originates from the volume of magnetic homogeneity, and preferably 
from the center of the volume of magnetic homogeneity, . The Wang reference teaches 
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that the FOV limited by the volume of the Bo homogeneity and the receiver coil size", 
(i.e. the optimal imaging volume of the device) is typically less than 48 centimeters. [See 
col. 2 lines 26-32] Therefore any FOV that is less than 48 centimeters in interpreted by 
the examiner as falling within the effective "optimal imaging volume" of the Wang 
reference. ) Because the 100 cm., anatomic region of interest is larger than the "less 
than 48 centimeters" requirement, which limits the FOV based on the "effective" 'optimal 
imaging volume' of the Wang reference. The Wang reference teaches and suggests the 
step of "defining a desired field of view (FOV) larger than an optimal imaging volume of 
an MR scanner;" 

1 3. In the Wang reference the thickness of a diagnostically usable slab, (i .e. 1 30 to 
170 millimeters thick; or 13 to 17 centimeters thick) is selected and used, for acquiring 
all arteries of interest [See col. 9 lines 10-12] Additionally, because the selected slab 
thickness in a first direction (i.e. the 13 to 17 centimeters is smaller than) of the overall 
desired field of view of 100 centimeters, and meets the 'effective optimal imaging 
volume' criteria of the Wang reference of being "less than 48 centimeters", [See col. 2 
lines 26-32], the Wang reference teaches and suggests applicant's limitation of 
"selecting a slab thickness in a first direction that is smaller than the desired FOV and 
within the optimal imaging volume of the MR scanner" [See also col. 5 lines 27-31 , col. 
9 lines 10-12 , col. 5 lines 27-30, where a thickness of 100 to 150 mm is taught; col. 2 
lines 40-50; col. 7 lines 8-10; and col. 8 line 65 through col. 9 line 17]. 

14. The examiner also notes that Figure 4 shows a patient being scanned along the 
axis of the patient table (i.e. the z-axis) and that each of the smaller fields of view in the 
Wang reference is 32-40 cm., which all meet the "effective optimal imaging volume" 
criteria taught by the Wang reference of being less than the 46 centimeters, maximum 
field of view, that is restricted by the volume of Bo homogeneity and the receiver coil 
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size. [See col. 2 lines 26-32]. Because Wang desires to image an overall volume of 
100cm., and must concatenate at a minimum at least three FOV's that are each less 
than 48 centimeters to image the entire region of interest; each FOV images at least 3-4 
slabs which are 10 to 17 centimeter thick. The examiner notes that each of the slabs 
also meets the less than the 46 centimeters, "effective optimal imaging volume" criteria 
of Wang.. Therefore the slab thickness of Wang, of 10 to 17 centimeters, is also within 
the effective "optimal imaging volume of the MR scanner" taught / suggested by Wang. 
For clarification purposes in Wang reference there are 3-4 slabs per FOV and at least 3 
FOV's, therefore at a minimum that are at least 9-12 slabs, and 3 different FOV's taught 
and suggested by the Wang reference, which are used to image the 100 centimeter 
patient region of interest. 

1 5. Wang also teaches "exciting and encoding spins to acquire data that is restricted 
to the selected slab thickness;" [See col. 5 lines 27-32] where slab select gradient pulse 
222 produces transverse magnetization (i.e. excitation magnetization for the 100 to 150 
millimeter slab of interest, therefore the excitation is the same as the slab thickness. 

16. Additionally, Wang teaches "acquiring a set of MR data (i.e. each of the 3-4 slabs 
per FOV constitutes "a set of MR data" slabs that includes acquiring full encoding data 
in the first direction for a subset of another two directions;" [See col. 5 lines 24-53 
where the acquired data is fully encoded along the y-axis; for a subset" of partial 
sampling along the kx direction, and a first field of view along the z-direction, therefore 
the Wang reference meets the criteria for "acquiring full encoding data in the first 
direction for a subset of another two directions;".] The examiner notes that the claimed 
limitation fails to require or suggest howihe "subset of said another two directions" are 
encoded. Therefore a reference that has at least full encoding in one direction meets 
the requirements of this limitation, and applicant's arguments regarding the novelty of 
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this feature in the February 1 1th 2003 response are still not persuasive, as of the date 
of this final action. 

1 7. Wang also teaches and shows "step-wise moving one of the optimal imaging 
volume and an imaging object; 1 ' [See Figure 4 components 258 and 262 which show 
this limitation; col. 2 lines 26-50; col. 2 line 62 through col. 3 line 10; col. 3 lines 23-27; 
col. 5 lines 3-7; col. 5 lines 57 through col. 6 line 17; and col. 6 lines 52 through col. 7 
line 10; Figures 4, 5, 6, and 8] and Wang teaches and shows "acquiring another set of 
MR data between each step-wise movement until the desired FOV" (i.e. the desired 
large region of interest of 100 centimeters) "is imaged." [See col. 5 lines 55-67; col. 7 
lines 1-22; col. 2 lines 26-32 Figure 6, Figure 5]. 

1 8. With respect to Amended Claim 2, Wang teaches that "the step of exciting and 
encoding spins is further defined as restricting excitation to the slab thickness , such that 
data acquisition is restricted to the selected slab thickness ." [See col. 5 lines 27-32] The 
same reasons for rejection, and obviousness that apply to claim 1 also apply to claim 
2. 

19. With respect to Claim 3, Wang teaches the step of "encoding and filtering data 
so as to acquire data that is limited to the selected slab thickness." [See col. 5 lines 27- 
32; col. 4 lines 56-61 ; col. 4 lines 45-50; and Figure 1] The same reasons for rejection, 
and obviousness that apply to claim 1 also apply to claim 3. 

20. With respect to Claim 4, Wang teaches that "the first direction is in a direction of 
the step wise movement and is defined as in a z-direction", because conventionally in 
the MRI / NMR art the z-axis is along the bore of the magnet, therefore Figures 3, 4, 9a, 
and 9b suggest "step wise movement a z-direction" of the MR magnet bore shown in 
Figure 1 . [See Figures 1 , 3, 4, 9a, and 9b). Wang also teaches that "a number of image 
pixels obtained within the selected slab thickness in the z-direction is at least equal to a 
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number of kx, ky subsets" because full encoding occurs along the y-axis." [See col. 5 
lines 26-53; col. 6 lines 62-65; col. 8 lines 5-10; col. 8 lines 57-58; col. 9 lines 2-16] The 
same reasons for rejection, and obviousness that apply to claim 1 also apply to claim 
4. 

21 . With respect to Claim 5, Wang teaches that the "MR data acquisition between 
step-wise movements includes acquiring all k-space data in a direction of motion of a 
patient table" (i.e. the z-direction is considered to be the direction of motion of the 
patient table) "for a selected subset of k-space data, in the other two directions." [See 
Figures 3, 4, 5, 9a, 9b f 1 ; col. 5 lines 24-67; col. 2 lines 40-50; col. 2 line 62 through col. 
3 line 10; The examiner notes that for each Field of view Wang teaches full phase 
encoding along the y-axis, and partial encoding along x, and that the patient is 
translated (i.e. moved through) the entire region of interest along the direction of motion 
(i.e. the z-axis), therefore in the Wang reference subsets of data in the ky and kx 
directions are acquired at each FOV kz position.] The same reasons for rejection, and 
obviousness that apply to claim 1 also apply to claim 5. 

22. With respect to Claim 7, Wang lacks directly teaching that "over-sampling of MR 
data in the first direction" (i.e. the direction of the patient table motion, or z) "is avoided", 
however Wang shows in Figure 5 that FOV acquisition components 250, 252, and 254 
occur between table translations, and in Figure 5 these fields of view do not overlap, 
therefore Figure 5 directly suggests that the method of Wang is implementable without 
oversampling, because in Figure 5 no oversampling occurs. Additionally, Figures 9A 
and 9B also show that components 214 through 219; do not overlap therefore, Figures 
9A and 9B also suggest that the method of Wang is implementable without 
oversampling, even though the reference lacks an actual statement teaching this 
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limitation directly. [See Figures 5, 9A, and 9B] The same reasons for rejection, and 
obviousness that apply to claim 1 also apply to claim 7. 

23. With respect to Claim 12, Wang teaches "selecting a distance of the step-wise 
movement as an integer multiple of an image resolution in the first direction", because 
the incremental movements of the patient table are 20-30 centimeters [see table 
translations of col. 9 lines 38-39; Figure 5] and 20-30 centimeters is an integer multiple 
of 20 to 30 times the resolution, in the first direction. The examiner notes that Wang 
teaches and suggests that the resolution is 1 mm by 1 mm for a 2D acquisition, in col. 10 
lines 5-6, and 1 mm by 1 mm by 1 mm for a 3D acquisition because A 3D acquisition is 
taught in col. 10 lines 38-29. The same reasons for rejection, and obviousness that 
apply to claim 1 also apply to claim 12. 

24. With respect to Claim 14, Wang suggests "selecting the step-wise movement 
distances to acquire complete MR data in each direction" [See col. 5 lines 23-53 where 
there is full encoding along y, and partial encoding along x , which is then zero-filled to 
acquire a complete set of data for x, while moving the table at each complete step along 
z ] The same reasons for rejection, and obviousness that apply to claim 1 also apply to 
claim 14. 

25. With respect to Claim 28, Wang teaches and suggests via figure 1 , that the MR 
scanner uses a computer program to control the MR medical image scanner and create 
images across scanning boundaries without boundary artifacts, the computer (i.e. see 
computer system 108 of figure 1) "having a set of instructions to control the computer to: 
"select an FOV" (i.e. in the Wang reference the desired field of view is 100 centimeters, 
or 1 ,000 millimeters) [See col. 2 lines 26-32]. The Wang reference also suggests "an 
optimal imaging area" even though this term itself is lacked by the Wang reference for 
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the same reasons as those given in the rejection of claim 1 which need not be 
reiterated. 

26. Additionally, because desired 100 cm. FOV centimeters is larger than 13 to 17 
centimeter slabs used to make each FOV that is "less than 48 centimeters" the Wang 
reference does readily suggest applicant's limitation to "select an FOV spanning an area 
greater than a pre-defined optimal imaging area of the medical image scanner;". The 
examiner also notes that conventionally, in a medical application the ideal desired field- 
of-view (i.e. the 100 centimeter region of interest, which is scanned by at least three 
FOV's with each FOV being less than 48 centimeters and concatenated together) 
because the ideal desired field-of-view is usually larger than the optimal imaging area or 
volume, (i.e. the volume that is less than 48 centimeters, in the Wang reference) 
because generating a large homogeneous optimal imaging area, (i.e. 2D) or volume, 
(i.e. 3D) is difficult, and most of the objects imaged, (i.e. such as human patients) are 
larger than the optimal imaging area, or volume (ie the less than 48 centimeters) 
produced by the medical scanner for scanning. 

27. Wang also teaches and suggests the step to "apply an RF pulse to excite a 
region in at least a first direction in the selected FOV;" [See RF excitation pulse 220 
which excites magnetization in a slab-select direction in the FOV; col. 5 lines 23-67] 
Wang also teaches and suggests the step to "apply magnetic field gradients to encode 
the region in the first direction" [See col. 5 lines 23-67] Because Wang excites a three- 
dimensional slab of a specified thickness" (i.e. 100 to 150 millimeters from col. 5 lines 
27-31 ) in the first slab-select direction, and acquires k-space data for a subset of the kx 
and ky directions, the Wang reference suggests that the computer is programmed to 
"acquire 3D" (i.e. slab) k-space data in a first direction" (i.e. the slab-select direction) "for 
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a subset of the second and third direction" (i.e. the kx and ky directions. [See col. 5 lines 
23-53]. 

28. Additionally, Wang teaches and suggests from figures 4, 5, 6, and 8 the step to 
"reposition the predefined optimal imaging area with respect to an imaging object in 
incremental steps" [See abstract; col. 5 lines 54-67] Wang also teaches, shows, and 
suggests the step to "repeat data acquisition and the imaging area incremental 
repositioning until complete image data are acquired across the entire FOV to 
reconstruct an image of the FOV". [See Figures 4, 5, and 6, col. 5 lines 55-67; col. 7 
lines 1-22; Figure 6, Figure 5, figure 8, figure 4; col. 2 lines 26-50; col. 2 line 62 through 
col. 3 line 10; col. 3 lines 23-27; col. 5 lines 3-7; col. 6 lines 1-17; and col. 6 lines 52-68]. 
The same reasons for rejection, and obviousness, that apply to claim 1 also apply to 
claim 28. 

29. With respect to Claim 29, the Wang suggests and shows the step of "moving a 
patient table a fixed distance to acquire additional k-space data", because each field of 
view acquired contains k-space data, and the figures show more than one step-wise 
incrementing of the patient table to acquire a field of view.. [See Figures 4, 5, 6, 8, and 
the computer components of figure 1 ; col. 5 lines 23-67] The same reasons for 
rejection, and obviousness that apply to claims 1, 8, 18, 19, 28 also apply to claim 29 
and need not be reiterated. 

30. With respect to Claim 30, Wang suggests that three dimensional data is 
obtainable because Wang obtains volumetric "slab" data throughout the reference, and 
teaches a 3D fast acquisition of magnetic resonance data in col. 10 lines 38-39] 
Additionally, Wang suggests the step of "moving a patient table a fixed distance for a 
number of acquisitions until a set of k-space data are acquired of a given slab; moving 
the patient table a greater distance, than the fixed distance; repeating the act of image 
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data acquisition for a second slab, and moving the patient table the fixed distance for 
the same number of acquisitions as for the first slab until a set of image data are 
acquired", because figure 5 shows that the translation of the table is different between 
acquired field of views, although the field of views are the same. The examiner is 
interpreting each field of view or FOV as representing a set of k-space data, made up of 
individual slabs of a fixed width." Wang also suggests that three dimensional data may 
be reconstructed because the 3D fast acquisition data is also used to reconstruct an 
image for comparison to the 2D acquisition in col. 10 of Wang. Additionally, the same 
reasons for rejection, and obviousness that apply to claims 1, 28 also apply to claim 30 
and need not be reiterated. 

31 . With respect to Claim 33, the Wang method teaches, and shows "moving a 
patient table in incremental step distances that is a multiple of a z-resolution", because 
the incremental movements of the patient table are 20-30 centimeters [see table 
translations of col. 9 lines 38-39; Figure 5] and 20-30 centimeters is a multiple of 20 to 
30 times the resolution, because the resolution is 1 mm by 1 mm for a 2D acquisition 
and 1 mm by 1 mm by 1 mm for a 3D acquisition. A 3D acquisition is taught in col. 10 
lines 5-6 and lines 38-29. The same reasons for rejection, and obviousness that apply 
to claims 1, 28 also apply to claim 33 and need not be reiterated. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

32. Claim 18 is considered to be allowable over the prior art of record, because the 
prior art does not teach or suggest the limitations of "defining a fixed slab with respect 
to the magnet to acquire MR data, acquire full MR data in a direction of table 
motion, defined as z-direction, for a selected kx-ky subset in the fixed slab; 
increment the patient table while maintaining position of the fixed slab; and 
repeat the acquire and increment acts until an MR data set is acquired across the 
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desired FOV to reconstruct an image of the FOV" in combination with all of the other 
features of claim 18, it is the combination of all of the features of claim 18 taken as a 
whole, that makes independent claim 18, allowable over the prior art of record. 

33. With respect to Claims 19-27 each of these claims are considered to be 
allowable by the examiner because they depend from allowable independent claim 18. 
Claims 6, 8-11, 13, 15-17, 31, 32 and 34-37 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

34. With respect to claim 36, The prior art does not teach or suggest the 
combination that the first direction is the z-direction "and that the MR data acquired in 
the z-direction is represented in a number of retained pixels, the number of which is 
greater than a number of kx -ky subsets, and wherein the RF pulse is continually 
applied to maintain a steady-state but where MR data is not acquired during table 
movement, and wherein the magnetic field gradients encode a 3D trajectory that is 
uniform in kz." 

35. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

A) Yoshitome Japanese Laid-open Patent Application (kokai) No. H6-31 1977 
disclosed November 8th 1994; [The examiner is using the English version of this 
reference as provided by applicant and submitted with applicant's Information 
Disclosure Statement], 

B) Yoshitome Japanese Laid-open Patent Application (kokai) No. H5-95927 
disclosed November 1st 1994;. [The examiner is using the English version of this 
reference as provided by applicant and submitted with applicant's Information 
Disclosure Statement]. 
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C) Meaney et al., US patent 5,924,987 issued July 20 th 1 999, filed October 6 th 1 997 
which teaches an MRI angiography device where a table platform is moved step-wise to 
image an object greater than the field-of-view of the device. 

D) Pelc et al., US patent 6,445,181 B1 issued September 3 rd 2002, filed November 
9 th 2000 which teaches an MRI method for imaging a Field of View which is larger than 
a magnetic field, with both step-wise and continuous table motion. 

36. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

37. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Conclusion 

38. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tiffany Fetzner whose telephone number is (517) 272- 
2241 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 7:00am to 
4:30pm M and on alternate Friday's from 7:00am to 3:30pm. 

39. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Diego Gutierrez, can be reached on (571) 272-2245. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 
872-9306. 

Diego Gutierrez 

TAF Supervisory Patent Examiner 

March 24, 2004 Technology Center 2800 



